INTRODUCTION

Bankruptcy of Lehman Brothers
The financial crisis appeared in April 2007 when New Century Financial Corporation, the second largest sub prime mortgage company, filed for bankruptcy protection; British Northern Rock depositors ran for withdrawals; two hedge funds at Bear Stearns, the fifth largest investment bank went under; three hedge funds at BNP Paribas S.A., the largest bank in France were frozen; and both the Japanese and Korean Governments subsequently announced losses due to investment in United States subprime mortgage. The crisis was explained as the "liquidity crisis". The US Fed, the European Central Bank, the Japanese Central Bank and the Reserve Bank of Australia all pumped money into the markets to prevent the spread of the crisis. The serious crisis of 2008 set off domino effects, US National Financial Services, Bear Stearns, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac all failed. After the failure of Lehman Brothers, American International Group, Merrill Lynch, Washington Mutual Bank, *Corresponding author. E-mail: cy87917802@yahoo.com.tw. Tel: +886-2-26215656. Fax: +886-2-8631-3214.
Morgan Stanley, and Goldman Sachs were all affected.
According to James Post (September 3, 2010), U.S. Federal Reserve Chairman, Ben Shalom Bernanke thought the reason that Lehman Brothers was forced to file bankruptcy in 2008 was not because it violated the law but because decision was made based on false information. The one-hundred-and-fifty-eight-year-old Lehman Brothers had experienced several crises. It survived the storm of railroad bankruptcies in the 19th century, the Great Depression of the '30s in the 20th century, and the collapse of the long-term capital management market crisis 10 years ago, but Lehman Brothers crashed in this subprime mortgage crisis. Facing the bankruptcy storm of Lehman Brothers, Paulson decided not to use government authority to save Lehman and, as a result, Lehman Brothers went under.
Eventually, the bankruptcy crisis expanded and forced every government to get involved in the bail out. Paulson decided not to save Lehman causing other governments in the world to become involved in saving their countries' financial institutions and resulted in the increase of CDS of each government and furthermore, investors questioned each country's national risk. Had Paulson never thought of domino effect and market confidence?
According to World People News (September 26, 2009 ), Treasury Paulson said there were two reasons Paulson thought the government should not bail out Lehman Brothers directly. First, the crisis period of Lehman was relatively long and the market already prepared for it; second, after the Bear Stearns event, the US Fed established special financing channels with investment banks. Lehman Brothers, number one in terms of U.S. Mortgage-Backed Security sales for 40 years, was forced to find a buyer. However, the US government insisted that it would not use government funds to finance a rescue, which discouraged Bank of America and Britain's Barclays Bank from purchasing Lehman Brothers. In fact, there were even more important reasons why the US Government decided not to bail out Lehman Brothers. First, there were a lot of controversies in US regarding whether the government should save the market. The US Congress and industries criticized the takeover of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac by the Department of Treasury as anti-free market economy and nationalizing the economy. Second, a lot of private banks were in trouble and governments could not afford to save every company, which meant that government had to selectively save the companies. Third, the government was worried that it would cause the moral hazard of the companies; meaning that companies will continue their bad management and make reckless decisions because they believe government will save them. The political environment also restricted four, a large-scale intervention of the financial market. In order to deal with the unprecedented financial crisis of the United States, the Roosevelt Administration closed the US financial system for a week in 1933 to reorganize and Congress passed the Emergency Banking Act. However, the Bush Administration did not have the political support, which meant it would be hard to obtain the support to save Lehman Brothers.
Besides, the political reason might be the main reason that Paulson decided to let Lehman Brothers fall. Some rumors pointed out that the US Government intended to let Lehman Brothers to go under due to the political reason; however, Bernanke, the current Chairman of the Federal Reserve, denied this account. Bernanke said that he was wrong for making statements after the bankruptcy of Lehman Brothers in 2008 that allowed people to think that the US Government had sufficient funds to save Lehman Brothers. He emphasized that Lehman Brothers did not have sufficient collaterals to borrow money from the central bank after the Fed's evaluation. In the mean time, since people already lost confidence, any government funds trying to save Lehman could not reverse the rush to withdraw which would cause taxpayers huge losses. Therefore, it was a matter of political responsibility after all. If you know the funds needed to save Lehman Brothers is not billions or tens of billions but hundreds of billions, will you want to take the responsibility of this rescue effort? Not to mention that you might be blamed for trying to profit from the companies. Therefore, the government preferred to let Lehman fall rather than to save it. Furthermore, if Lehman Brothers accepted the US Government's bailout and did not fall, Congress might investigate the responsibility of spending such a huge amount of money. On the other hand, if Lehman Brothers fell, it would create a chain reaction for the bankruptcy of financial industries. Hence, the government would have the legitimate reason to save those financial institutions, which were on the brink of bankruptcy. The Lehman Brothers scandal was a political strategic event. Before any particularly serious incident occurred, the government could not save a private enterprise by pumping such a huge amount of money. Consequently, it became a political calculation that Lehman Brothers had to fall. So Lehman Brothers could be saved but the government could not do it because it was a matter of political responsibility. Therefore, whether Lehman Brothers was affected by political reasons is the subject of this study.
The failure of Lehman Brothers made many overseas bondholders suffer (individual or institution). In many countries, part of the banking sector is protected by implicated or explicit guarantees, such as public bank or large banks that are "too big to fail" (TBTF) (Hakenes and Schnabel, 2011) . Before the collapse of Lehman Brothers, the Taiwanese investors choose their overseas investment objectives based on the following three critia: (1) the credit rating, (2) the too big to fail effect, and (3) country risk concern. They used to define the country risk at political factor, society factor, economic factor, industrial factor and others. The political factor generally contains political stability, the execution ability of governmental policy, the degree of Democracy and so on; seldom is added the political concerns at a free economic country under political factor. This conclusion of the study argues the collapse of Lehman Brothers is mainly not an economic decision but a political one. In such case, the political concerns under country risk are important for the global investors to choose for the overseas investment objectives.
Based on the aforestated, the purpose of this study is to construct an evaluation model for the criteria of the Lehman Brothers bankruptcy. The model first uses modified Delphi model to collaborate experts' opinions and select appropriate evaluation criteria and then applies Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) to decide the relative weights and orders of criteria. The weights and criteria can be used as updated criteria. The investors can use the updated criteria to choose for their overseas investment objectives.
LITERATURE REVIEW
There is a substantial amount of research on US subprime crisis and global financial tsunami. As for the reasons behind the crisis, Dam (2010) showed that the securitization went wrong and credit rating inaccurate assessment due to the incentive conflicts and the breakdown of the incentive is the main cause of this financial crisis. Some attributed the assets bubbles before the financial crisis to the lax monetary environment made by the Federal Reserve. Claessens (2009) analyzed the current financial crisis with others and he found there were four features in common: unsustainable asset price, excessive debt resulted from credit booms, a built of marginal loans and the systemic risks and the failure.
Jon (2008) argued that the quality of statistical risk models is much lower than often assumed. Such models are useful for measuring small events but not for the systemically events. A main problem is the unrealistic expectations of the what models can do and the important lessons from this crisis is the importance of better management of the exposure of the less reliability than expected models. Some bankers (Philipp and Hildebrand, 2008 ) attributed a local problem to a global crisis because of poor risk management, lack of transparency and excessive leverage.
Some studies suggested the consequence of the crisis would be much bigger than the previous ones. Stijn et al. (2008) analyzed recessions, credit contractions, house price declines and equity price dropped down over the period of 1960-2007 in 21 OECD countries. The study concluded that "recessions with credit crunches and housing price busts are on average associated with longer and deeper recessions…" Demirguc and Serven (2009) showed the governmental intervention with almost blanket guarantees to the depositors and creditors of financial institutions is not the most efficient way to solve the banking crisis. A study calls for the reforms at crisis management decisionmaking process for government accountability (Caprio et al., 2010) . Moshirian (2009) attributed the inconsistent policies for US Government handling the insolvent financial institutions will result in equity price decline much larger than housing prices. The inconsistencies will lead to credit crunch.
There are seldom literatures that discussed the possible reasons why Lehman Brothers was given up. This study following AHP method using questionnaires to discuss with the investment traders and risk management personals at Taiwanese baking Industry trying to find if there are some more criteria needed to be considered to select investment objectives after Lehman Brothers' failure.
DELPHI METHOD AND MODIFIED DELPHI METHOD
Delphi Method is a structured group communication process developed by the Rand Corporation in the 1950s. In the process, it allows every member to express his or her opinions and each opinion is treated equally in order to reach consensus in a Chang et al. 9843 complicated subject (Linstone and Turoff, 1975; Mai, 1981) . Delphi is also called expert judgment method, a kind of group decision method, and it is mostly applied in qualitative research. The procedure focuses on a specific subject using the expert's specific experience and knowledge and through a couple rounds of iterative feedback, which will reduce the divergence of experts' opinion to the smallest level (Delbecq et al., 1975) . Duffield (1988) pointed out that Delphi Method has four advantages: (1) The effect of brainstorming, (2) Maintain experts' independent judgment ability, (3) Break time and location constraints, and (4) it does not need complicated statistics. Due to the time-consuming difficulty to control progress and previous survey opinions can easily contradict the later opinions when using Delphi Method, Murry and Hammons (1995) presented a Modified Delphi Method. Due to special consideration, this method modifies part of the research of the traditional Delphi Method. The biggest difference between the two methods is that Modified Delphi Method eliminates open-ended questionnaires that is used in Delphi Method and employs structured questionnaires, which are done after referencing a large amount of related literature and used in the first round of survey. The advantage of this method is that it can save a lot of time and also allow the participating experts to focus on study issues. Delbecq et al. (1975) mentioned that the best amount of participating experts is between five to nine members. Therefore, this research combining the Modified Delphi Method invites 12 members to collect expert group opinions under undisturbed circumstances and then uses scientific quantitative method to convert subjective factors to numerical value to reach the goal of objectivity (Beech, 2001; Bowles, 1999; Hwang and Lin, 1987) .
ANALYTIC HIERARCHY PROCESS (AHP)
Analytic hierarchy process (AHP) is a decision method developed by American scholar Saaty in 1971 that is mainly applied in an uncertain situation and has multiple evaluation criteria (Saaty, 1980) . AHP analyses problems used systematic method to rank problems and compose a pair-wise comparison in order to find out the relative importance values between elements and sort the priority of options which is used as basis for selecting the best proposal (Saaty, 1990) . Each AHP can systemize problems by decomposing hierarchies through different aspects and evaluating comprehensively through quantitative judgment in order to provide decision makers sufficient information to select appropriate proposals and simultaneously reduce the risk of errors of judgment. The calculation procedure of the weights between hierarchy factors is as follow:
Establish hierarchy structure AHP can be used to deal with complicated problems. Based on the hypothesis that people cannot compare more than seven kinds of things at the same time, the numbers of factors in each hierarchy should not exceed seven. Under such circumstances, one may ensure reasonable comparison and consistency (Saaty, 1980) . The first hierarchy of the structure to be achieved is the goals. The lowest level is our choice projects or replacement alternatives, and the middle levels are the appraisal factors or criteria. . The values of 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9 represent equal importance, somewhat more importance, much more importance, very much more importance and extremely more importance, respectively; while the values of 2, 4, 6, and 8 are used for compromise among the above values. The n x n matrix A can be obtained as follows: 
The calculation of the weights between elements in each hierarchy
Establishment of
( for i, j = 1,2,3,…,n ).
Calculate Eigenvalue and Eigenvector
The pair-wise comparison matrix A multiplies the elements' weight vector ( x ), which is equal to nx , that is ( A -nI ) x =0; x is called the eigenvector. Because ij a is related to the researcher's subjective judgment, it will have certain degree of difference than the true value / i W W , so AX= nX cannot be set up. Saaty (1990) suggested using the largest Eigenvalue max λ of the matrix A to substitute n, that is:
If A is a consistency matrix, Eigenvector X can be calculated by Equation (3) ( )
Consistency tests
Saaty (1980) suggested using the Consistence Index (CI) and the Consistence Ratio (CR) to assess whether the pair-wise matrix A is consistent. The formulas for the CI and the CR are as follows:
The RI represents a random index, which is a CI of randomly generated pair-wise comparison matrices and is related to the number of elements being compared. When CR≦0.1 , the judgments are consistent.
Overall hierarchy weight computation
After the weight computation for the various hierarchies and elements, researchers compile the overall hierarchy weight computation and finally set the goal of the most suitable plan.
RESEARCH RESULTS
Trustworthiness and effectiveness
A CR can be used as guidance for consistency judgment. AHP is a questionnaire that measures belief. The original pair-wise data for each factor are entered to calculate CR of each questionnaire to assess the consistency of hierarchies. According to Saaty (1980) , if a questionnaire has C.I.≦0.1, it is considered to be an allowable deviation which is an effective questionnaire. Therefore, relative weights can be further used for later analysis and the study of this AHP questionnaire is trustworthy. If C.R.＞0.1, it means the overall procedures of the evaluation are satisfactory.
The evaluation criteria and sub-criteria of each element in this research analysis framework are all referred to related literature and information and then apply Delphi Method in two rounds of questionnaires. Therefore, the contents of questionnaires can properly reflect the factors and hierarchies of the causes of the Lehman Brothers' bankruptcy. Consequently, the contents of questionnaires of this study, which have the relative weight in analysis, should entail acceptable effectiveness.
Weight analysis of AHP questionnaires
The research surveys twelve banking risk management personals t and investment traders to find out the evaluation criteria of each questionnaire and the relative weights of fourteen evaluation sub-criteria as shown in Table 1 . Participating experts think the most important factors attributing to the bankruptcy of Lehman Brothers are: the political factor, the credit factor, the financial factor and the investment factor and their weights are 30.87, 26.04, 23.04 and 19.43%, respectively. The ranking of the overall relative weights are listed as follows: (1) Investors' big gamble and greed; (2) Investors' panic (domino effect); (3) Lehman Brothers globalization ratio is higher than other investment banks, in such case, a bail out only from US Government is not fair; (4) Poor supervision by the government; (5) Risk control heavily depends on mathematic and logical model analysis; (6) The toxic assets of Lehman Brothers are higher than those of its peers; (7) Policy evaluation mistakes; (8) Investors expected Lehman Brothers' credit would get worse; (9) The leverage ratio was too high; (10) Increasing credit tightening; (11) Information imbalance; (12) The government could not save Lehman; and (13) Financial agents in investing market blindly expanded business.
Conclusion
According to the result of the study, considering the factors of Lehman Brothers bankruptcy, the political factor has the highest relative weights, the financial factor and the credit factor are the second and the third, respectively and the investing factor is the last. Obviously, it shows that the political factor is the key and main factor for the Lehman Brothers' bankruptcy.
Checking from the investment policy at the annual reports from few Taiwanese banks, they select a qualified investment objective at banking sector based on the following principles: (1) High credit rating (at least above the investment grade); (2) Too big to fail (the banks' ranks must be above the top 500 globally); and (3) Lower exposure at high country risk nations. Lehman Brothers is an objective qualified to the above-mentioned principles. The sudden failure of Lehman Brothers suffered lot of institutional and personal investors and caused many social and low problems. Trying to find out the reasons behind the collapse of Lehman Brothers, this study surveys 12 experienced risk management personnel's and investment traders.
The conclusion is that from the views of Taiwanese participating experts, the most important factors contributing to the bankruptcy of Lehman Brothers were: the political factor, the financial factor, the credit factor and the investing factor, respectively and their factor weights are 30.87, 26.04, 23.04 and 19.43% respectively. The political factor is the main reason behind the failure of Lehman Brothers. The conclusion is different from the current view that the failure is an economic event.
Hopefully, there will be other scholars that can research the truth of Lehman Brothers' fall from different aspects. In the mean time, in practice, investors should take the political factor into consideration when choosing overseas investment objective at banking sector in the future.
